DOCUMENT RESUME 



ED 382 753 



UD 030 437 



TITLE 



INSTITUTION 

PUB DATE . 
NOTE 

PUB TYPE 

EDRS PRICE 
DESCRIPTORS 



IDENTIFIERS 



A Statewide Evaluation of Fl ori da ' s • Coi 1 ege Reach-Out 
Program. Annual Report: 1992-93 Cohort. Report and 
Recommendat i ons . 

Florida State Postsecondary Education Commission, 

Tallahassee. 

Dec 94 

79p.; For the 1991-92 cohort, see ED 375 740. Some 

tables have very small print. 

Reports - Evaluative/Feasibility (142) 

MF01/PC04 Plus Postage. 

Academic Achievement; Career Counseling; College 
Bound Students; College School Cooperation; 
'■'Disadvantaged Youth; Economically Disadvantaged; 
Educational Opportunities; Elementary Secondary 
Education; Enrichment Activities; Higher Education; 
Minority Groups; '''Outreach Programs; Program 
Evaluation; State Legislation; -'State Programs 
'''College Outreach Program FL; '''Florida 



ABSTRACT 

This report presents an evaluation of Florida's 
College Reach-Out Program (CROP) and data on the 1992-9? cohort of 
institutions and students that the program serves. CROP is a 
state-wide program designed to increase the number of students 
successfully completing postsecondary education by providing academic 
enrichment opportunities and career counseling to students in grades 
6 through 12. The program served 5,146 students in the school year, 
84 percent of whom were black. Five percent were Hispanic American, 
two percent were Asian, and one percent were Native American. CROP 
students graduated at a much higher rate than did students in the 
random comparison sample. They performed at higher levels for 
reading, mathematics, and science, but performed less well on the 
state's foreign language indicator. Among participants in the two 
gradu£.ting classes, 54 percent were found to be continuing their 
educations. Recommendations are made for program improvement. Twelve 
figures present study data. Four appendixes provide supplementary 
information, including nine tables of data and a list of pertinent 
state laws. (SLD) 
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The Postsecondar}' Education Planning Commission, initially created by executive order in 1980 and subsequently given statutory authority 
(SS 240.145 and 240.147, Florida Statutes), serves cs a citizen board to coordinate the efforts of postsecondary institutions and provide 
independent policy analyses and recommendations to the State Board of Education and the Legislature. The Commission is composed of 
11 members of the general public and one full-time student registered at a postsecondary education institution in Florida. Members are 
appointed by the Governor with the approval of three members of the State Board of Educatioo and subject to confirmation by the Senate. 

The nugor responsibility of the Commission is preparing and updating every Ave years a master plan for postsecondary education. The 
enabling legislation provides thai the Plan "shall include consideration of the promotion of quality, fundamental educational goals, 
programmatic access, needs for remedial education, regional and state economic development, international education programs, 
demographic patterns, student demand for programs, needs of particular subgroups of the population, implementation of innovative 
educational techniques and technolog)', and the requirements of the labor market. The capacity of existing programs, in both public and 
independent institutions, to respond to identified needs shall be evaluated and a plan shall be developed to respond efficiently to umnet 
needs." 

Other respt isibilities include recommending to the State Board of Education program contracts with independent institutions; advising 
the Stale Board regarding the need for and location of new programs, branch campuses and centers of public postsecondary education 
institutions; periodically reviewing the accountability processes and reports of the public and independent postsecondary sectors; reviewing 
public postsecondary education budget requests for compliance with the Stute Master Plan; and periodically conducting special studies, 
analyses, and evaluations related to specific postsecondary education issues and programs. . 

Fiu-tber information about the Commission, its publications, meetings and other activities may be obtained from the Commission ofTice, 
231 Collins Building, Department of Education, Tallahassee, Hcrida, 32399-04 =.0; telephone (904) 4S8-7894; FAX (904) 922-5388. 
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The College Reach-Out Program (CROP) is a statewide program 
designed to further the Legislature's intent of increasing the number 
of students successfully completing a postsecondary education. The 
primary objective of the Reach-Out Program is to strengthen the edu- 
cational motivation and preparation of low-income or educationally 
disadvantaged students in grades 6 through 12 who desire, and who 
may benefit from, a postsecondary education (Section 240.61, Florida 
Statutes). The program recruits students and provides them with 
academic enrichment activities as well as career and personal coun- 
seling. Reach-Out is a competitive grant program with selection cri- 
teria that give preference to community college and university con- 
sortia, projects that secure matching grant funds and private resources, 
and projects that demonstrate interest in cultural diversity. 

The Commission's first statewide evaluation of College Reach-Out 
was prepared in response to a reque'^t from the program's Advisory 
Council and submitted in Decembei 1992. In the 1993 General Ap- 
propriations Act, the Commission was directed to continue evaluat- 
ing the program; revisions to the program's statute in 1994 charge 
the Commission with responsibility for annually evaluating the ef- 
fectiveness of the program. 

Summary of 1992-93 Cohort 



EXECUTIVE 
SUMMARY 



Thirty-two College Reach-Out projects representing nine state 
universities, 21 community colleges, one independent institution, 
and one special program served students in '44 counties. 

Amon,';^ the 5,146 participants (unduplicated headcount), 84 per- 
cent were black, five percent were Hispanic, two percent were 
Asian, and one percent was Native American. 

30.5 percent of participants (1,571) were black males. 

Sixth graders accounted for eight percent of participants — the 
smallest proportion among all grade levels. 

In every grade, newly recruited individuals (initial year in Reach- 
Out was 1992-93) outnumbered returning participants. 

Although the Legislature appropriated $1,697,455 for this pro- 
gram, expenditures totaled $3,524,752. Approximately 45 per- 
cent of expenditui>.s came from institutional sources; another 10 
percent were generated by t xtcrnal sources. 



Black students 
accounted for 84% of 
College Reach-Out 
participants. 




□ Black 

H Other includes: 
HispanicWhite, 
and Asian 
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• Reach-Out participants were compared with a random sample of 
students in 6th through 12 grades during 1992-93. The two groups 
performed at similar levels on measures of grade point average, 
academic promotion, and suspension. 

• Reach-Out participants graduated with standard diplomas at a 
much higher rate than students in the random sample. 

• On indicators for reading, mathematics, and science, students in 
the random sample performed at higher levels than Reach-Out 
participants, but students in the sample performed less well on 
the foreign language indicator for meeting State University Sys- 
tem admission requirements. 

• Results of post-high school performance indicators on entry-level 
testing and enrollment in postsecondary education show that 
Reach-Out graduates who were black out-perform<='.d black stu- 
dents in the sample who had graduated. Higher percentages of 
the Reach-Out graduates than sample graduates passed reading, 
writing, and mathematics entry-level subtests and enrolled in col- 
leges and universities. 

• Among Reach-Out graduates in this cohort, 19 percent of His- 
panics and 25 percent of blacks were found enrolled in the State 
University System during academic year 1993-94; another 28 
percent of Hispanics and 19 percent of blacks were enrolled in 
the Community College System. 

Special Cohort Analyses 

The Commission established two special groups for on-going analy- 
sis purposes: the 1991-92 cohort will provide longitudinal informa- 
tion on one group of students while the three cohorts evaluated by 
the Commission (1990-91, 1991-92, 1992-93) are combined to re- 
port selected aggregate data. The quality of this effort is dependent 
in large part on the number and accuracy of social security numbers 
reported by the individual projects. Since social security numbers 
were not available for 100 percent of participants, the follow-up data 
reflect only a portion of total participants each year. Information 
collected this year concerning the longitudinal cohort indicates: 

• Approximately half of the 1 99 1 -92 cohort re-enrolled in Reach- 
Out in 1992-93. 




ERIC 

LIJMIMBBiimilJ 



Among black students, 
Reach-Out graduates 
outperformed gradu- 
ates from the sample 
on entry-level tests. 




Mtlh Writing Rttdint All 



Subtests 



■ CROP 

□ All High School 
Graduates 



• Among participants in the two graduating classes, 57 percent of 
those with entry-level testing information passed all subtests and 
70 percent passed at least one subtest. 

• Blacks accounted for 80 percent of the participants for whom 
testing information was found. 

• Among participants in the two graduating classes, 54 percent 
were found continuing their education. 

• 35 percent of this subgroup were enrolled in the SUS and another 
39 percent were in the Community College System. 

• Blacks made up 87 percent of the graduates tracked; 52 percent 
were found continuing their education. 

• Hispanics comprised 9 percent of the graduates tracked; 63 per- 
cent were found continuing their education. 

Information on the aggregated cohorts reveals: 

• Since 1990-9 1 , Reach-Out has served 10,333 individual students 
in grades 6 through 12. 

• The number served increased by 29 percent (1,152 participants) 
over the three-year period. 

• The distribution of students among racial/ethnic groups was simi- Returning students 
lar across the three cohorts: approximately 84 percent black, 8 
percent white, 5 to 8 percent Hispanic, 1 percent Asian and 1 
percent Native American. 

• The proportion of participants who were black males was ap- 
proximately 30 percent for two consecutive years. 



• The proportional distribution of participants across grade levels 
has fluctuated, but 10th, 11th, and 12th graders have comprised 
approximately half of all participants each year. 

• Returning participants accounted for 14 percent of enrollment in 
the 1990-91 cohort and 39 percent in 1992-93. 

• Considering sources of revenue, state dollars now account for a 
somewhat smaller proportion of all expenditures (44.6 percent in 



were an increasing 
percentage of partici- 
pants each year. 




H New Participants 
□ Returning Participants 



ii) 



1992-93 compared with 45.4 percent in 1990-91) while the pro- 
portion generated by external sources more than doubled (10.4 
percent in 1992-93 versus 3.8 percent in 1991-92). 



Findings and Recommendations 



College Reach-Out 
served two-thirds of 
Florida 's counties. 




The College Reach-Out Program continues to support academically 
disadvantaged and low-income students throughout the State with 
quality projects providing academic enrichment activities and career 
and personal counseling. Overall, the Reach-Out projects represent 
highly-coordinated efforts between community colleges and univer- 
sities on one hand and local schools on the other. Well-integrated 
planning and implementation of programs between these secondary 
and postsecondary partners have resulted in significant benefits for 
thousands of students in grades 6 through 12 across Florida. Projects 
have invested the State's appropriation alongside their institutions' 
and their communities' resources, resulting in an enhanced state in- 
vestment. 

Major findings include: 

* Program growth continues. 

* Wide variation exists in institutional commitment. 



* Local evaluation efforts have improved. 

* Summer residencies and continuous contact make a difference. 



Public middle and 
high schools were 
highly supportive of 
the College Reach- * Public schools are highly supportive 



Out Program. 



* Commitment to serving middle school youth is improving. 

* Program visibility and prestige in the community has increased. 

* Projects' estimates of number of participants to serve often varies 
significantly from actual number sei-ved. 

* Parental involvement is still sporadic. 

* Success with math/science components continues. 
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The Commission makes the following recommendations: 



1. To extend opportunities for students to benefit from the Col- 
lege Reach-Out Program, the Department of Education 
should increase efforts to engage independent institutions 
and all public institutions in consortium arrangements. 

2. The State University System, Community College System, 
and Division of Public Schools should coordinate with the 
College Reach-Out Advisory Council to develop strategies 
designed to encourage presidents and other campus lead- 
ers to strengthen their commitment to the College Reach- 
Out Program. 

3. The Advisory Council, with the assistance of the Office 
of Postsecondary Education Coordination, should ex- 
plore ways of assisting local projects as they seek com- 
munity support. 

4. Project coordinators should take advantage of the in- 
terest in community service on college campuses as a 
mechanism for increasing participation of college stu- 
dents in College Reach-Out activities. 

5. Projects need to constantly assess their ability to offer 
high quality, continuous contact to their participants. 

6. The Office of Postsecondary Education Coordination 
and the Postsecondary Education Planning Commis- 
sion should develop a mechanism for collecting and 
disseminating evaluation techniques from the various 
projects and consortia as well as the results of these 
efforts. 

7. The Postsecondary Education Planning Commission 
should conduct a special examination of mathematics 
course-taking patterns of College Reach-Out partici- 
pants and students from the general population to iden- 
tify the causes of low participation rates in mathemat- 
ics Level II and III courses. 
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Conclusion 



College Reach' Out 
fostered access to 
posts econdary 
education. 



The Postsecondary Education Planning Commission's evaluation 
found commendable activities and very successful practices in all 
projects. Recommendations note areas where improvement is needed. 
In sum, the College Reach-Out Program directly serves its partici- 
pants while also assisting the State to achieve a higher level of ac- 
cess to postsecondary education by the very citizens that most need 
to increase their participation rates in higher education. 

As a result of the 1994 Legislative session, the College Reach-Out 
Program statute underwent significant revision. Some of the changes 
have the potential of impacting the trends observed during the three 
years the Commission has been evaluating the program. While it 
will take several years before trends develop concerning students 
recruited under the revised statute, the Commission believes the 
modifications important enough to alert policymakers to possible 
changes in program outcomes. While short-term results may not re- 
flect significant gains, we anticipate that these changes will produce 
a stronger College Reach-Out Program in the future. 



The College Reach-Out Program (CROP) is a statewide program 
designed to further the Legislature's intent of increasing the number 
of students successfully completing a postsecondary education. The 
primary objective of the Reach-Out Program is to strengthen the edu- 
cational motivation and preparation of low-income or educationally 
disadvantaged students in grades 6 through 12 who desire, and who 
may benefit from, a postsecondary education (Section 240.61 , Florida 
Statutes). The program recruits students and provides them with 
academic enrichment activities as well as career and personal coun- 
seling. Reach-Out is a competitive grant program with selection cri- 
teria that give preference to community college and university con- 
sortia, projects that secure matching grant funds and private resources, 
and projects that demonstrate interest in cultural diversity. (See Ap- 
pendix A for statute.) 

Although the program was established and funded by the Legisla- 
ture in 1983, little information had been required or maintained on 
participants or funded projects until 1990. In 1991, the Postsecond- 
ary Education Planning Commission was asked by the College Reach- 
Out state-level Advisory Committee to conduct a comprehensive 
evaluation of the program. The resulting report, A Statewide Evalu- 
ation of Florida's College Reach-Out Program, was submitted to 
the Advisory Committee and sent to the State Board of Education, 
the Legislature, colleges, universities, school districts, and other 
members of the education community in December 1992. In the 
1993 General Appropriations Act, the Commission was directed to 
continue evaluating the program. 

Through legislation approved during the 1994 Legislative session, 
the Commission is now statutorily responsible for annually evaluat- 
ing the effectiveness of the program. Although the College Reach- 
Out Program was to sunset in October 1994, the Legislature reautho- 
rized the enabling statute and significantly revised the law in 1994. 
This evaluation of the 1992-93 cohort was conducted under the stat- 
ute in effect during the cohort year. Thus, recent revisions were not 
applied to projects funded during the 1992-93 academic year. 

The Commission acknowledges the assistance and support of sev- 
eral entities in the preparation of this report: the individual projects 
and their institutions, the Office of Postsecondary Education Coor- 
dination as program administrators, the Florida Education and Train- 
ing Placement Information Program, the Division of Public Schools, 
the State Board of Community Colleges, the Board of Regents, and 
the State Board of Independent Colleges and Universities. 



PART I: 

INTRODUCTION 
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Report Methodology and Format 



Several different types of data collection were utilized for the analy- 
sis and evaluation activities. Reporting procedures designed and 
implemented for the 1990-91 cohort and refined in subsequent years 
now produce more reliable and comprehensive data than available 
previously. Additionally, greater efforts from individual College 
Reach-Out project directors and their staff have resulted in increas- 
ingly more accurate and complete information on their participants. 
Follow-up and tracking activities for program evaluation rest on the 
accuracy of participants' social security numbers and Florida identi- 
fication numbers. The proportion of students with valid social secu- 
rity numbers has increased annually, and the match rate has improved 
accordingly. For example, in the 1992-93 cohort, 77 percent of the 
participants were successfully matched against the Division of Pub- 
lic Schools data base; the match success rate ranged from a high of 
97 percent to a low of 42 percent across the funded projects. Data 
matches to extract information were performed against databases in 
the Division of Public Schools, the State University System, the Com- 
munity College System, and others through the Florida Education 
and Training Placement Information Program (FETPIP). Finally, 
campus site visits conducted during the projects' summer compo- 
nents provided supplemental information through interviews and 
observation. 

This document is designed to serve two major audiences: state-level 
policy makers who generally prefer aggregate information on selected 
aspects of the program as well as program trends, and individual 
institutional project coordinators and their staffs who need more spe- 
cific information. The report is arranged in four sections, each de- 
signed to present a different aspect of the College Reach-Out Pro- 
gram. Following this Introduction, which provides background in- 
formation, the remaining three parts are: 

Part II: Summary of 1992-93 Cohort - Focuses on participants 
from academic year 1992-93; presents demographic and funding in- 
formation; compares this year's Reach-Out participants with a ran- 
dom sample of the general population of middle and high school 
students on selected indicators. 

Part III: Special Cohort Analyses - Reports data on selected vari- 
ables collected annually for a longitudinal review of the 1991-92 
cohort; also provides cumulative data for College Reach-Out projects 
since 1990-91; describes selected participation and demographic 



trends; reports on posts-icondary enrollment and employment find- 
ings for three f"-" .lorts of participants. 

Part IV: Conclusion - Summarizes the findings of this annual re- 
port; gives a progress report on selected recommendations from prior 
Reach-Out evaluations; provides reconamendations. 

Supporting data tables, statutory references, and a list of institutions 
and consortia arrangements for 1992-93 are located in appendices. 
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PART II: 
SUMMARY OF 
1992-93 COHORT 



Nine state universities, 21 public community colleges, one indepen- 
dent institution, and one special program shared an appropriation of 
$1,697,455 from the 1992 Legislature. Unlike previous years, the 
1992-93 appropriation contained no line-item funded projects. A to- 
tal of 5,146 participants (unduplicated headcount) were served across 
44 counties in 1992-93 (Figure 1). Of these individuals, 76 percent 
were recruited by the community colleges, 23 percent were recruited 
by the state universities, and one percent was recruited by the inde- 
pendent institution and the special program. Selected demographic 
characteristics as well as funding and expenditures information sum- 
marized below are contained in Appendix C. 



FIGURE 1 
COUNTIES SERVED 



College Reach-Out 
served two-thirds of 
Florida 's counties. 




Demographics 



• Blacks accounted for 84 percent of participants; Hispanics 
were five percent; Asians were two percent; and Native Ameri- 
cans were one percent (Figure 2). 

• Females outnumbered males by approximately 2 to 1 . 

• The 1 ,57 1 black males who panicipated constituted 30.5 percent 
of participants. 
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Eight projects served Native Americans. 
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FIGURE 2 
RACIAL/ETHNIC REPRESENTATION 
1992-93 COHORT 



Asian - 84 j^^^^ American = 69 
Hispanic = 259 
White = 412 




Black = 4.308 



Note: Other = 1 1 

Source: College Reach-Out annual reports, 1992-93. 



This program served 
blacks, Hispanics, 
whites, Asians, and 
Native Americans, 



By grade level, there were almost equal proportions of 8th, 11 th, 
and 12th graders (17 to 19 percent each). Sixth graders accounted 
for eight percent — the smallest proportion of participants (Fig- 
ure 3). 



FIGURE 3 
GRADE LEVEL REPRESENTATION 
1992-93 COHORT 

(n = 5,020) 




6th 7th 8th 9ili 10th l!(h 12th 



Note: 3 students were reported at other grade levels. 
Source: College Reach-Out annual reports, 1992-93. 
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Among the 29 projects that recruited students, most of them served 
grades 7 through 12. Only half of the projects served 6th graders 
(Figure 4). 

FIGURE 4 

PERCENT OF PROJECTS SERVING EACH GRADE 

LEVEL 

(n = 29) 




Source: Ccllege Reach-Out annual reports, 1992 - 93. 

• Within grade levels, the itiix of new and returning participants 
varied, but newly recruited individuals (initial year in Reach-Out 
was 1992-93) outnumbered returning participants in each grade 
(Figure 5). 

FIGURE 5 

NEW AND RETURNING PARTICIPANTS 
BY GRADE LEVEL AND INITIAL YEAR OF ENTRY 



New participants 
outnumbered return- 
ing students in each 
grade level 
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90* 
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70* 
60* 
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40* 
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89-90 



90-91 



E 91-92 □ 92-93 



6th 




lOlh lllh 12th 



Source: College Reach-Out annual reports, 1992-93. 
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• Community college projects recruited three-fourths of all par- 
ticipants in 1992-93. 

• University projects recruited primarily high school students; only 
five percent of participants in university projects were in middle 
school. 

• Slightly over half of participants in community college projects 
were in middle school. 

Funding and Expenditures 
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• Of the $1,697,455 appropriated to Reach-Out in 1992-93, state 
universities, community colleges, and the private institution com- 
bined received 95.4 percent. 

• The Florida Indian Youth project received 1.7 percent of the ap- 
propriation; program evaluation and dissemination accounted for 
the remaining 2.9 percent. 

• Expenditures totaled $3,524,752 for nine consortia and two indi- 
vidual projects. 

• Among the 32 projects, 56 percent returned a total of $74,423 in 
unexpended funds. This amount represents 4.5 percent of the 
total ($1,647,455) allocated to the projects. 

• 44.6 percent of the projects' expenditures came from the State 
appropriation (Figure 6). 

FIGURE 6 
EXPENDITURE SOURCES 
1992-93 COHORT 



Institution 




State 



External 



Source: College Reach-Out annual reports. 1992-93. 
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Nearly half the total 
dollars expended by 
College Reach-Out 
projects came from 
external sources. 




• Approximately half the projects reported institutional expendi- 
tures that matched or exceeded their state allocation. 



• Expenditures from institutional sources (funds or in-kind services) 
accounted for 45 percent of the dollars expended. The major 
portion of expenditures from institutional sources related to per- 
sonnel; other expenditures in this category were supplies, tele- 
phone, travel/transportation, printing, and instructional materi- 
als. 

• Selection criteria for grant awards give preference to projects that 
secure external funding; 13 of the 32 projects reported external 
funding dollars. 

• 10.4 percent of total expenditures for the program statewide came 
from external funds. 

• Approximately two-thirds of all externally-funded expenditures 
were from cash gifts. 

• The remaining one-third represent an estimated value for in-kind 
contributions, including donations for such services as personnel 
(e.g., salaries, speakers' honoraria), physical facilities (e.g., class- 
rooms, meeting rooms), programmdng (e.g., field trips, workshops, 
seminars), food, and transportation. 

• Of total dollars expended, the proportion that came from exter- 
nal support ranged from zero to 79 percent across the projects. 

• Based on the approximately $1.6 million spent from the State 
appropriation on the 5,143 participants, the average cost per stu- 
dent was $320. 

Comparative Analysis: College Reach-Out Program and 
Random Sample 

To compare the performance of Reach-Out participants with students 
in the public school population, a random sample of 6th through 1 2th 
graders during academic year 1992-93 was selected from the Divi- 
sion of Public Schools' data base. The random sample is designed to 
reflect selected demographic characteristics of the general school 
population of Florida rather than characteristics of the pool of Col- 
lege Reach-Out participants. Thus, in the random sample, blacks 
represent 23 percent of the group compared with 84 percent in the 
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Reach-Out group. Data on selected variables were compiled (see 
Table 4) and results indicate: 

• The average annual grade point average (GPA) of Reach-Out 
participants in grades 9-12 (2.01) was slightly higher than that 
of the random sample (1.98). 

• Equal proportions of the Reach-Out and comparison groups (94%) 
received academic promotions. 

• Approximately equal percentages (20-23 percent) of students in 
each group were suspended at least once. 

• A much higher percentage of Reach-Out 12th graders received a 
standard diploma (92.7 percent) than did 12th graders in the ran- 
dom sample (78.3 percent). 

• 36 percent of Reach-Out students scored in the upper two quartiles 
of the reading subtest on the Grade Ten Achievement Test (GTAT) 
compared with 47 percent of 10th graders throughout Florida. 

• On the mathematics subtest, 46 percent of Reach-Out students 
scored in the upper two quartiles of GTAT compared with 52 
percent of 10th graders in general. 

• Course- talcing patterns among 1 2th graders show that a smaller 
percentage of Reach-Out participants than students in the ran- 
dom sample (2.5 percent versus 3.3 percent) took at least three 
mathematics courses at Levels II or III — those required for entry 
to the State University System (Figure 7). 

• A smaller proportion of Reach-Out students also took at least 
three science courses at Levels II or III (Figure 7). 

• 13.2 percent of Reach-Out participants and 8.5 percent of stu- 
dents in the random sample had taken at least one course in the 
second year of a foreign language. 

The intent of the Reach-Out Program is to motivate and prepare aca- 
demically disadvantaged students to enter and complete a education; 
thus, data were collected on indicators related to postsecondary edu- 
cation (Tables 4, 5, and 6) for 12th graders and recent graduates. 
Analyses of these variables revealed: 
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FIGURE 7 

COMPARISON OF 1992 - 93 CROP AND RANDOM 
12TH GRADERS WHO COMPLETED COURSES IN SE- 
LECTED SUBJECTS REQUIRED FOR SUS ADMISSION 
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Notes: The Division of Public Schools identifies each math and science 

course as Level I (basic), II (average), or IE (higher level) based on 
course content. The high school course requirements for SUS 
admission include completion of at least 3 math level II-EI courses, 
3 science level II-III courses, and 2 courses in the same foreign 
language. 

Source: Division of Public Schools. 

• Very small percentages of students in the random sample and in 
Reach-Out had completed mathematics, science, or foreign lan- 
guage admission requirements for the State University System. 

• Of the 892 twelfth graders, 321 (40 percent) were matched with 
enrollment databases in the State University System or the Com- 
munity College System. 

• Among these matches, 302 Reach-Out graduates were identified 
with entry-level placement test scores. 

• Blacks represented 85 percent of these test takers — a proportion 
slightly higher than their representation in the statewide program. 

• Blacks who participated in Reach-Out performed better on all 
readiness subtests than all high school graduates who were black 
(Figure 8). 



FIGURE 8 
BLACK STUDENTS' PASS RATES ON 
ENTRY-LEVEL TESTS 
1992-93 COHORT 
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Source: Office of Postsecondary Education Coordination, State 
University System, and Community College System. 



Among black students, 
Reach-Out graduates 
out-performed gradu- 
ates in the random 
sample on entry-level 
tests. 



Overall, however, smaller percentages of Reach-Out participants 
than all high school graduates were ready in each subtest. 

The College Reach-Out subgroups of whites, Hispanics, Asians, 
and Native Americans contained small numbers of participants. 

Follow-up data on employment and continuing education reveal 
that 55 percent of Reach-Out high school graduates were enrolled 
in higher education compared to 48 percent of 1992-93 recent 
high school graduates statewide. 

Approximately one-fourth of Reach-Out graduates and recent high 
school graduates were found employed and continuing educa- 
tion. 



• A larger proportion of Reach-Out graduates than high school 
graduates statewide who continued their education enrolled in 
state universities — 44 percent of Reach-Out graduates were found 
in the SUS compared with 29 percent of high school graduates 
(Figure 9). 



Reach-Out graduates 
tended to enroll in 
public postsecondary 
institutions at a 
higher rate than all 
graduates. 



FIGURE 9 

CONTINUING EDUCATION OF 1992 - 93 GRADUATES 
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Source: Florida Education and Training Placement Information 
Program, 1994. 



A smaller proportion of Reach-Out graduates than high school 
graduates statewide who continued their education enrolled in 
the Community College System — 39 percent of Reach-Out gradu- 
ates ^ . ho continued their education were found compared with 
60 percent of the general population of high school graduates. 



• Among white, black, Hispanic, and Asian students, those in 
Reach-Out continued their higher education at a higher rate than 
did high school graduates overall (Figure 10). 

FIGURE 10 

CONTINUING EDUCATION BY RACE/ETHNICITY 
1992-93 COHORT AND HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATES 



The higher college 
enrollment rate of 
Reach-Out students 
was cliaracteristic of 
most racial/ethnic 
groups. 



Source: Florida Education and Training Placement Information 
Program, 1994. 

• Blacks accounted for 83 percent of participants tracked through 
FETPIP and represented 80 percent of the individuals found con- 
tinuing their education. 

• Black Reach-Out graduates continued their education at a much 
higher rate than did black high school graduates overall (53 per- 
cent versus 37 percent) and enrolled in the State University Sys- 
tem at a higher rate (25 percent vs. 1 8 percent). Enrollment in 
the Community College System was similar for the two groups — 
approximately 19 percent. 




Summary 



Thirty-two postsecondary institutions shared approximately $1.7 
million to sponsor College Reach-Out projects in 1992-93. These 
projects served 44 counties across Florida. Among the 5, 146 partici- 
pants, the majority (84 percent) were black, and black males accounted 
for 30 percent of all participants. Hispanics represented five percent 
of participants; eight projects served 69 Native i^Jnericans. Commu- 
nity colleges recruited three-fourths of the participants; university 
projects recruited primarily high school students. 

Although the State appropriated almost $1.7 million for this cohort, 
the projects expended over $3.5 million; institutional sources ac- 
counted for 45 percent of total dollars expended. Forty-one percent 
of the projects reported external funding dollars. 



A larger percentage of 
Reach-Out graduates 
than recent high 
school graduates 
statewide went on to 
college. 



As with past cohorts, the performance of Reach-Out participants was 
compared on several measures with the performance of other groups 
of students. A comparison of Reach-Out participants with a random 
sample of students in 6th through 12th grades during 1992-93 showed 
that the two groups received academic promotions and suspensions 
at commensurate rates. However, Reach-Out 12th graders gradu- 
ated with standard diplomas at a much higher rate than students in 
the random sample. Reach-Out participants generally compared less 
favorably on reading, mathematics, and science indicators, but fared 
better on the foreign language indicator. 

To examine post-high school performance, additional measures in- 
volving entry-level tests and enrollment in postsecondary education 
were compared for Reach-Out participants who graduated and 1 992- 
93 high school graduates statewide. As a subgroup, black Reach- 
Out graduates out- performed black students among all high school 
graduates on all entry-level tests. Also, a significantly larger per- 
centage of Reach-Out graduates than recent high school graduates 
statewide enrolled in postsecondary education. Additionally, a larger 
proportion of Reach-Out graduates enrolled in the State University 
System. The higher enrollment rate 'n postsecondary education 
among Reach-Out participants was characteristic of n~ost racial/eth- 
nic groups. 
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Part III presents trend data on College Reach-Out cohorts. The open- 
ing section introduces initial results of a longitudinal study involv- 
ing the 1991-92 cohort. The second section reports aggregate data 
on the 1990-91, 1991-92 and 1992-93 cohorts. 
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The purpose of this part of the evaluation is twofold: (1) to provide PART IIIl 



an on-going update on the progress of the 1991-92 cohort which was 
selected for a longitudinal analysis, and (2) to present aggregate in- 
formation reflecting data on cohorts since 1990-91. 

Longitudinal Cohort: 1991-92 



SPECIAL 
COHORT 
ANALYSES 



Policymakers as well as program administrators and evaluators have 
expressed interest in tracking the progress of one cohort of College 
Reach-Out participants over several years. This was impossible prior 
to 1990-91 because the appropriate kinds of information were not 
required of the projects for reporting purposes. With major revisions 
in program administration and evaluation that had evolved by 1991, 
however, it became feasible to design a longitudinal component within 
the annual evaluation of College Reach-Out. Since the 1990-91 co- 
hort was the first time that extensive data, including social security 
numbers, were required, this was used as a test year for the longitu- 
dinal study. Participants' social security numbers were critical to the 
success of tracking efforts for historical analyses. While the quality 
and quantity of social security numbers during the test year were not 
as high as desired, the 1990-91 cohort provided an opportunity to 
test the design and application of the longitudinal study. Thus, the 
1991-92 cohort was selected as the longitudinal group. Again, a 
iaige number of students that year had incorrect or missing social 
security numbers, so the number of participants followed is much 
smaller than the actual number of enrollees that year. 

Continuation in College Reach-Out 

• There were 4,779 participants in 1991-92; since 772 (16 percent) 
were 1 2th graders, approximately 4,007 might continue into the 
next year — the 1992-93 cohort. 

• 1 ,888 participants whose initial year of entry to CROP was prior 
to 1992-93 had re-enrolled in 1992-93. Thus, about half of the 
1991-92 continuing cohort re-enrolled. 



Approximately half of 
the 1991-92 cohort re- 
enrolled in Reach-Out 
the next year. 



• Continuing participants from the 1991-92 cohort accounted for 
almost 39 percent of all participants in 1992-93. 

Postsecondary and Employment Follow-up 
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Two graduating classes from the 1991-92 cohort were also tracked 
for continuing education and employment. Social security numbers 
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were matched against entry-level test information in the State Uni- 
versity System and the Community College System to determine the 
percentage of graduates who took and passed an entry-level test. 
Additionally, social security numbers were matched against several 
databases through the Florida Education and Training Placement In- 
formation Program (FETPIP). 

• There were 1 ,696 potential graduates from the 1 99 1 -92 cohort — 
772 participants who were 12th graders in 1991-92 and gradu- 
ated and 924 participants who were 1 1th graders in 1991-92 and 
graduated. 

• A group of 1 ,563 social security numbers for the Reach-Out gradu- 
ates was matched against SUS and CCS 1993-94 data bases to 
determine entry-level test results. 

172 matches were made, of which 166 had entry-level test score 
information; 31 of these matches were 12th graders from Spring 
1992 who apparently postponed college entry testing for one year. 

Of the 166 graduates with test information, 57 percent passed all 
subtests and 70 percent passed at least one subtest. These gradu- 
ates v/ere present in both the CCS and SUS (95 and 77 graduates 
respectively). 

• Blacks accounted for 80 percent of the 172 participants who 
matched. 

• College Reach-Out graduates also were matched with several 
databases by FETPIP; of the 1,322 graduates submitted, there 
were 960 (72 percent) successful matches. 

• Among graduates reported, 54 percent were found continuing 
their education. 

• Of this subgroup, 35 percent were enrolled in the SUS and 39 
percent in the CCS. Another sizeable group, 19 percent, were in 
the Division of Public Schools. 

• 603 of the 1 ,332 graduates reported were recent high scho )1 gradu- 
ates (1 1th graders from the longitudinal cohort in 1991-92); 729 
had graduated in 1992. 



A small percentage of • 
1991-92 Reach-Out 
graduates delayed 
college entry for one 
year. 



• Blacks comprised 87 percent of the graduates tracked in this lon- 
gitudinal effort; 604 (52 percent) of these Reach-Out graduates 
were found continuing their education. 

• Hispanics comprised 9 percent ( 1 14) of the graduates tracked; 72 
(63 percent) were found continuing their education. 

Ag gregate of Annual Cohorts: 1990-91 through 1992-93 

This section of the College Reach-Out Program evaluation examines 
analyses of cohort aggregate data from 1990-91 through 1992-93. 
Data for the three annual cohorts were merged to produce an 
unduplicated headcount. Table 7 presents selected cohort demo- 
graphic information for comparison purposes, while Table 8 provides 
a program summary based on unduplicated headcount. Highlights 
from these tables include: 

Since 1990, Reach-Out has served 10,333 individual students in 
grades 6 through 12. 

The number of students served increased by 29 percent (1,152 Program participation 
participants) over the three-year period. increased by 29 per- 

cent between 1990-91 
In 1992-93, the projects reported 3,151 new participants — 61 and 1992-93 
percent of all participants that year. 

The proportional distribution of students among racial/ethnic 
groups was quite stable across the three cohorts. 

The proportion of male participants also remained constant. 

The proportion of participants who were black males remained Nearly one-third of 
at approximately 30 percent for the second consecutive year. Reach-Out partici- 
pants were black 
Black participants have comprised about 84 percent of all par- ffi^les 
ticipants since 1990. 

Proportional distribution across grade levels fluctuated over the 
three-year period. Twelfth graders accounted for 18 percent of 
all participants in 1992-93, versus 23 percent in 1990-91. The 
proportion of participants in 6th grade returned to the 1990-91 
level of 8 percent. 
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• Trend data show an increase in the proportion of participants in 
each annual cohort that are returning students. Returning par- 
ticipants accounted for 14 percent of enrollment in the 1990-91 
cohort, 30 percent in 1991-92, and 39 percent in 1992-93 (Figure 
11). 



• By grade level, the proportion of participants who were new to 
the program was higher among 6th and 7th graders than in other 
grades. 



FIGURE 11 

NEW VERSUS CONTINUING PARTICIPATION 
1990-91 THROUGH 1992-93 
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Source: College Reach-Out Program annual reports, 1992-93. 



• Sixth through ninth graders accounted for 55 percent of new par- 
ticipants in 1992-93. 

• The proportion of total expenditures produced by external sources 
increased from 4.2 percent to 10.4 percent between 1990 and 
1992 while state dollars accounted for 48.1 percent in 1990 and 
44.6 percent in 1992 (Figure 12). 

• Institutional support accounted for a smaller proportion of total 
expenditures in 1990 than in 1992. 
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FIGURE 12 

TRENDS IN SOURCES OF EXPENDITURES, 
1990-91 TO 1992-93 
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Source: College Reach-Out annual reports, 1990-91 through 1992-93. 



Summary 



State dollars 
accounted for a 
smaller proportion of 
total expenditures in 
1992-93 than in 
1991-92, 



Over the three evaluation periods under review, the College Reach- 
Out Program has grown substantially each year while maintaining a 
high percentage of participants who are members of racial/ethnic 
minority groups. Funding data show that, although annual appro- 
priations have increased moderately, the projects' expenditures have 
increased to a greater degree in recent years as a result of successful 
efforts to capture support from external sources. 

Aggregate data illustrate that the College Reach-Out Program has 
attracted and maintained participation across the middle and high 
school grades. The program has been particularly successful in sus- 
taining a ver}' high representation of black students among partici- 
pants. The data also document an increase in the proportion of par- 
ticipants who spend more than one year in the program. Results of 
the longitudinal study of participants from the 1991-92 cohort indi- 
cate that a small proportion of Reach-Out students delay placement 
testing at least a year following graduation — although these students 
may have been enrolled in a postsecondary institution prior to actu- 



College Reach-Out 
has been particularly 
successful in sustain- 
ing a high representa- 
tion of black students. 




ally taking the placement test. The test results show that Reach-Out 
participants who graduated in 1992-93 performed better on place- 
ment tests than did those who graduated the year before, 1991-92. 
Equal proportions of the two groups were found continuing their edu- 
cation immediately upon high school graduation. 
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The College Reach-Out Program is a statewide initiative designed to PART IV: 
strengthen the educational motivation and preparation of low-income PU^DINQS AND 
or educatilonally disadvantaged students in middle and high school uTpr^rfciV/iA/rTrivrr* \ 
who desire, and who may benefit from, a postsecondary education. RECOMMii-JNDA- 
This is the Postsecondary Education Planning Commission's third TIONS 
annual statewide evaluation of the program, but the first report to 
respond to the revised College Reach-Out Program law (Section 
240.61(13) Florida Statutes). The revised law directs the Commis- 
sion to submit a report annually that evaluates the effectiveness of 
the program. Statute further specifies that the evaluation include 
longitudinal cohort assessments of participants and, to the extent fea- 
sible, comparisons of the perfonnance of participants with compa- 
rable cohorts of students in public school and postsecondary educa- 
tion. 

This study was based on the 1992-93 Reach-Out cohort. Evaluation 
activities included a review of interim and final project and consor- 
tia reports, analyses of information retrieved from several data bases, 
and site visits to selected summer residency programs. A summary 
of findings is given below, including an update on recommendations 
made in the Commission's previous evaluations. 

Summary of Findings 



Program growth continues . College Reach-Out continues to at- 
tract and retain increasing numbers of participants annually, and 
project directors indicate that they are unable to serve all of the stu- 
dents who seek participation. With all of the public universities and 
most of the community colleges currently sponsoring projects, sig- 
nificant future growth would probably only come as a result of in- 
volving more independent institutions or encouraging existing projects 
to enlarge their cohorts by accepting more participants. Such growth 
would be contingent upon increased appropriations for Reach-Out 
from the Legislature. 

Wide variation exists in institutional commitment . Several projects 
benefitted from high levels of institutional commitment while other 
projects were far less successful in this aspect. This commitment 
was demonstrated in different ways. One project identified institu- 
tion:.; (.ommitment as a major factor in student retention: 



Institutional commit- 
ment for College 
Reach-Out varied 
across projects. 



The University's faculty, staff, and administrators provided 
overwhelming support. The department provided tutors for 
middle and high school students that were paid by a Depart- 



ment of Energy grant to provide mentoring and tutoring for 
students. The Mathematics and English department faculties 
designed special courses to accommodate a summer institute 
for seniors. (University of West Florida) 



Tuition waivers and 
scholarships reward 
certain Reach- Out 
participants. 



A few institutions provided tuition waivers or scholarships to Reach- 
Out students and parents. Student scholarships at Tallahassee Com- 
munity College and the University of Central Florida were rewards 
and incentives to pursue postsecondary education; at Florida Inter- 
national University: 



the possibility of receiving an Invitational Scholarship or Aca- 
demic Opportunity Program Scholarship strongly motivated 
the students to continue in the program; students believe they 
have a better chance of being identified for these scholar- 
ships if they were previous participants in the Reach-Out pro- 
gram. 63 percent of the 1991 Reach-Out graduates received 
four-year tuition scholarships and matriculated at FIU. 



Pai'ental tuition waivers were offered by Hillsborough Community 
College as incentives to increase parental involvement in the Col- 
lege Reach-Out Program and encourage good role models for par- 
ticipants. Only three projects housed in public community colleges 
and universities reported no funds expended from institutional 
sources. 



Summer residencies 
on university cam- 
puses foster retention. 



Summer residencies and continuous contact make a difTerence . 

The Advisory Council, program administrators in the Office of Post- 
secondary Education Coordination, and the Commission have stressed 
the need for frequent and continuous contact with participants. 
Projects cited the benefits of continuous contact and the summer resi- 
dency as significant student retention factors: 

Participation in the residential phase of the program keeps 
students motivated to attend the sessions. (Florida A & M 
University) 



Even though students from all over the c^. unty participated, 
participants all knew each other from their summer experi- 
ence; therefore friendships were renewed, experiences were 
shared, problems hashed over. This opportunity to see old 
friends proved to be our greatest retention factor. (Okaloosa- 
Walton Community College) 



The Program Director and Assistant made bi-weekly calls to 
parents and students. Motivational sessions were held in the 
high schools, flexible tutoring schedules were available, news- 
letters, program activity flyers, and other correspondence were 
mailed to students monthly. (University of West Florida) 

Students who were invited to participate in the summer resi- 
dential program were very motivated to continue in the pro- 
gram. (Florida International University) 

All students looked forward to the residential component at 
the University of North Florida. The opportunity to stay in 
the dorm was exciting to the students. (St. Johns River Com- 
munity College) 

Indian River Community College took the initiative of requiring a 
written contractual agreement between the parent, student and CROP 
staff to strengthen the student's academic weakness as well as the 
on-going attention provided by the CROP staff via home visits, weekly 
letters, and positive interaction with the students. 

Public schools are highly supportive. Many projects commended 
their public school partners and cited their support as a major factor 
contributing to the retention of students in the program. 

The program was considered significant to the local school 
systems. In fact, the Hernando County School System's Su- 
perintendent presented our CROP staff a "Superintendent 
Award of Excellence Participation." (Pasco-Hernando Com- 
munity College) 

Tallahassee Community College and Gulf Coast Community 
College noted the demonstrated commitment on behalf of the 
superintendent and school personnel. 

The University of Central Florida identified the commitment 
of participating high schools. 

Shared resources and facilities coupled with cooperation and 
public support of the administration and faculty of the tar- 
geted schools contributed to the positive attitudes of pro- 
gram participants toward the program and school in general. 
(Santa Fe Community College) 



Public school support 
for College Reach- 
Out is very strong. 
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Students, parents, and 
community acknowl- 
edge the value of 
College Reach-Out 
participation. 



Greater attention given to school administrators and liaisons 
was a major factor in student retention. Also, the marriage of 
other community organizations and CROP contributed to 
many of the project's valuable experiences this year. (Broward 
Community College) 

Commitment to serving middle school youth is improving . A 

recommendation from the Commission's 1993 evaluation called for 
preference to projects serving 6- 10th graders. Evaluators found more 
projects this year had organized summer components around middle 
school youth. The benefits of recruiting students in grades 6 through 
8 surfaced through comments in the projects' annual reports: 

Middle school students participated in more activities and 
did not appear to have as many conflicts as students who were 
in high school. (Pasco-Hernando Community College) 

Also, during the summer site visits, project staff related that it was 
very difficult to get older students to commit a week to the campus 
residency component because of conflicts with work schedules, sum- 
mer school, and personal interests. 

Program visibility and prestige in the community has increased . 

Projects reported that College Reach-Out is becoming more recog- 
nized in the community. Concurrently, students, their families, and 
community members acknowledge the prestige of participating in 
the program: 

It is considered an "honor" to be chosen and attend the pro- 
gram; students have responded very positively to the h'ghly 
structured curriculum and schedule. (Florida Indian Youth 
Program) 

Reach-Out gained recognition in the community. Students 
ai"e proud to wear the Reach-Out T-shirt earned through pro- 
gram completion. (Florida Community College at Jackson- 
ville) 

The community awareness of the program increased, which 
contributed to the increased [college] enrollment. (Univer- 
sity of West Florida) 

Projects^ estimates of number of participants to .serve often var- 
ies significantly from actual number served . Each year potential 
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Reach-Out projects are required to submit a proposal under a request 
for proposals (RFP) process. At that time, applicants are required to 
estimate the number and selected characteristics of the students to be 
served. The Advisory Council uses these projections in determining 
the funding level of each consortium or single project. For the most 
part, applicants have done a good job of estimating the number of 
students they plan to serve. Overall in 1992-93, projects served eight 
percent more students than indicated in their proposals. However, 
nearly one-third of the projects (10 projects) served at least five per 
cent fewer students than proposed; of these, four projects served at 
least 20 percent fewer individuals than proposed. This 
underprojection was more than balanced by 13 projects that served 
more students than they anticipated; i.'.ie of the 13 served 20 percent 
or more students than they projected. Several factors influence the 
projects' success in recruiting participants, and inability to meet pro- 
jections is usually not a pervasive, on-going problem. Nonetheless, 
it appears that interest in — and need for — the College Reach-Out 
Program is very high across the State. Projects that do not invest in 
early, organized recruiting or are unable to attract qualified students 
deny those who need, and want, this program the opportunity to par- 
ticipate. Additionally, funds are poorly distributed if projects with 
insufficient enrollment return unused allocations while projects with 
excess enrollment must redistribute their dollars among more par- 
ticipants than planned. 

Parental involvement is still sporadic . Achieving high parental 
involvement is a goal of Reach-Out that has required constant, inten- 
sive attention by project staff. Some projects had only limited suc- 
cess in increasing parental participation; fifteen projects listed pa- 
rental involvement as one of the least successful aspects of their pro- 
grams. A few projects report good results. Parental involvement 
was cited as a key contributor to student success by Lake-Sumter 
Community College, Lake City Community College and the Uni- 
versity of South Florida. Other projects developed new approaches: 



The program staff were available to talk to parents during 
evening hours and when it was most convenient for the par- 
ents. (Uni .ersity of West Florida) 

The lull-time presence of a parent specialist.. .greatly enhanced 
the program. She acted as a mediator between parent and 
child, visited homes to encourage participation and helped 
solve problems when necessary. (Manatee Community Col- 
lege) 



Many projects have 
little success in gener- 
ating parental in- 
volvement. 
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100 percent of parents surveyed felt that the program created 
a positive attitude toward continuing education. (Gulf Coast 
Community College) 

Paiental support serving as chaperons on field trips [was a 
significant program achievement]. (Florida Atlantic Univer- 
sity) 

Success vyith math/science components continues . In its first state- 
wide College Reach-Out evaluation, the Commission recommended 
that the projects seek out opportunities to involve participants in 
mathematics, science, and other technical fields. While all projects 
address math through academic enrichment activities, several projects 
used the annual report to relate how this component produced note- 
worthy results: 

The use of applied mathematics and science classes in our 
summer academic enrichment component serving 7th and 8th 
graders was especially effective and was rated very positively 
by students attending. (Santa Fe Community College) 

The STRETCH Program — a preparatory institute in math- 
ematics and science — provided an intense 3-week non-resi- 
dential summer enrichment experience in the areas of math 
and science through active participation. (Indian River Com- 
munity College) 

The summer Computer/Math Institute [was a significant pro- 
gram achievement]. (Hillsborough Community College) 

Saturday Masters cultural and scientific field trips [were a 
significant program achievement]; students were anxious to 
participate/volunteer throughout the various programs. (Palm 
Beach Community College) 

Florida International University surveyed a random sample of stu- 
dents who participated in the residential program and received sci- 
ence instruction and laboratory activities; results indicated: 60 per- 
cent reported the science program inspired them to consider a sci- 
ence related career; 92 percent said the activities made them more 
comfortable in taking science and math in high school; 72 percent 
agreed that the program increased their interest in taking more math 
and science in high sc'.-jool and possibly in college. 
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Emphasis on math 
and science compo- 
nents has produced 

notable successes. 
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Status of Past Recommendations 



In its two previous reports, the Comftiission offered recommendations to enhance program effective- 
ness and efficiency. Several of these recommendations have been implemented through revisions to 
the College Reach-Out statute; others have been acted upon by the r'--)jects themselves. The follow- 
ing chart summarizes recommendations from the Commission's evaluation most recent report cov- 
ering the 1991-92 cohort. 



Recommendation 


Status 


1 . Incentive funding should be provKJed, but incentive 
dollars should not supplant existing program funding; 
awards should be made on a competitive basis. 


xvevisicns lo ine LA>iiege Keacn-cui statute voecnon 
240.61, F.S.) now require that 20 percent of the annual 
appropriation be distributed to projects for their 
initiatives and performance. 


2. Report requirements should include indicators for 
identifying participants who qualify because of 
economic or academic disadvantage. 


Revised Sec. 240.61 , F.S. specifies that the State Board 
of Education adopt rules providing for specific selection 
criteria and guidelines. Economic and academic 
guidelmes recommended by the Commission m 1993 
are cited as examples of such criteria. 


3. The Advisory Committee should give fweference to 
projects that serve middle school and early high school 
students. 


Revised Sec. 240.61, F.S. states that at least 60 percent 
of the students recruited in any one year must be in 
grades 6 through 9. 


4. Consortia should establish criteria to select students 
to participate in the summci '- omponent. 


Some projects report using the summer as a reward, 
indicating criteria were applied in a selection process. 


5. Projects should strive to include a residential 
experience in their activities. 


All consortia and most single institution projects now 
have summer residencies. 


6. The composition of the local advisory committee 
should be expanded to include representatives of 
business, government, industry, and community 
groups. 




7. Local projects should discuss the option of asking 
participants to pay a small annual participation fee. 




8. Local projects should increase their efforts to 
improve summative and formative program evaluation. 


Annual project reports indicate that institutions have 
improved local evaluation and now assess program 
impact more frequently. 


9. The program identifier-College Reach-Out or 
CROP— should be used consistently on all verbal and 
printed information related to this program. 


Annual project reports suggest that College Reach-Out 
is increasingly identifiable by conununity members and 
students. 


10. Projects should verify that students periodically 
receive updated information that will enhance their 
opportunities to qualify for merit-based financial aid. 




11. Projects should coordinate with the State Booed of 
Community Colleges to support Project S.T.A.R.S. 
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Recommendations 



1. To extend opportunities for students to benefit from the College 
Reach-Out Program, the Department of Education should increase 
efforts to engage independent institutions and all public institu- 
tions in consortium arrangements, Cunently, all state universities 
and most public community colleges are sponsoring Reach-Out 
Increase efforts to projects. Given the State's recognition of private universities and 
engage private colleges as "an important component of Florida's higher educational 
system" (State Comprehensive Plan, Chapter 187, Laws of Florida) 
coupled with increasing unmet need in diverse areas of the State, it is 
appropriate that more private institutions be encouraged to partici- 
pate. Since the Commission began its evaluations, on average only 
one private institution has joined in a consortia arrangement with 
one or more public community colleges each year. Concurrently, 
non-participating public community colleges and the slate universi- 
ties that do not recruit students should consider sponsoring College 
Reach-Out participants. 



institutions and all 
public institutions. 



Develop strategies to 
strengthen campus 
commitment. 



2. The State University System, Community College System, and 
Division of Public Schools should coordinate with the College 
Reach-Out Advisory Council to develop strategies designed to en- 
courage presidents and other campus leaders to strengthen their 
commitment to the College Reach-Out Program. Since institutional 
priorities are established by its leadership, the endorsement of the 
college or university president is the primary determiner of the level 
of support an individual project can anticipate. Campus site visits, 
conversations with participants, staff, administrators, local advisory 
committee members, community representatives and others, as well 
as comments in v/ritten material all provide feedback on the level of 
institutional commitment for the College Reach-Out Program. It is 
clear that the strength of campus commitment varies widely among 
the projects. While many local projects enjoy strong support on cam- 
pus, many others struggle to gain visibility and backing at their insti- 
tutions. Neither strong endorsement nor benign neglect are lost on 
Reach-Out participants. These young people share their impressions 
of the campus environment, particularly during site visits. Also, in 
some instances during site visits, campus administrators have been 
unable to articulate a thoughtful response when asked, "What role 
does College Reach-Out have at this institution?" 




Because there are numerous programs and employees competing for 
the president's time and the vice president's budget, project coordi- 
nators could benefit from assistance from their coordinating/govern- 



ing boards, state-level administrators, Advisory Council, members, 
and Division of Public Schools administrators in recognizing the 
projects. Special meetings, particularly with Presidents' Councils 
in the State University System and the Community College System, 
v/ould enhance the visibility of the College Reach-Out Program 
among high-level administrators. 

3. The Advisory Council, with the assistance of the Office of Post- 
secondary Education Coordination, should explore ways of assist- 
ing local projects as they seek community support. Growing com- 
petition among diverse groups for support from conmiunity organi- 
zations and businesses increases the difficulty that local Reach-Out 
projects encounter in seeking assistance. The Advisory Council 
should discuss ways that it might work from the state level to initiate 
contacts, open doors, and otherwise sanction local projects. For ex- 
ample, could contact with the Florida Chamber of Conmierce and 
League of Cities offices be used to channel information about Col- 
lege Reach-Out, including the project coordinators' names, addresses, 
and telephone numbers, to local Chambers and city officials? An 
article about the program — its goals and achievements — in Cham- 
ber publications should facilitate access to owners and community 
leaders. 

4. Project coordinators should take advantage of the interest in 
community service on college campuses as a mechanism for in- 
creasing participation of college students in College Reach-Out 
activities. During campus site visits, students say they would like 
more interaction with college students, and Reach-Out staff gener- 
ally speak very positively of their experiences with college students 
who work with the Reach-Out participants. One project reported 
benefitting from new work-study regulations requiring a percentage 
of work-study time spent on off-campus activities. Also, two projects 
reported using college students interested in community service as 
mentors for CROP participants. As financial aid offices assign their 
work-study students and as academic programs and institutions con- 
sider awarding credit for volunteer work or requiring community 
service for graduation, project coordinators would do well to com- 
municate their interests and needs to designated campus personnel 
well in advance of the anticipated need since orientation and train- 
ing should be built into the overall preparation of these students to 
work with middle and high school youth in Reach-Out. 

5. Projects need to constantly assess their ability to offer high qual- 
ity, continuous contact to their participants. Projects compete for 
participants' time with work demands, extracurricular activities, aca- 



Explore state-level 
assistance for projects 
as they seek commu- 
nity support. 



Use community 
service interest to 
increase college 
students ' role in 
Reach-Out. 



Constantly assess 
quality and continu- 
ous contact. 



demic activities — especially summer school — and famdly commit- 
ments. While continuous and frequent contact is critical to the reten- 
tion and performance of program, participants as well as to the over- 
all success of College Reach-Out, it is apparent that some projects 
do not meet often enough with their participants. Annual reports re- 
vealed that major reasons some students dropped out of Reach-Out 
was overcrowding, activities timed too far apart, and boredom. Con- 
tinuous contact and quality program experiences are of particular 
concern when projects have high staff:student ratios, an indicator 
that staff may not be able to offer their participants the quality nor 
quantity of service they need. The amount and quality of continuous 
contact should be components in every project's formative and 
summative evaluation activities. 



Collect and dissemi- 
nate evaluation 
techniques. 



6. The Office of Postsecondary Education Coordination and the 
Postsecondary Education Planning Commission should develop a 
mechanism for collecting and disseminating evaluation techniques 
from the various projects and consortia as well as the results of 
these efforts. As projects experiment with evaluation techniques — 
particularly as they generate instruments to measure their activity 
outcomes, the individual projects would benefit from having access 
to a collection of information representing evaluation experiences of 
their colleagues across the State. Projects include some evaluation 
information in their annual reports; however, this is sporadic and 
incomplete due to the existing final report format. At the proposal 
stage, applicants are required to indicate how they plan to conduct 
formative and summative evaluations, yet this element requires little 
further documentation during the year or at the conclusion of the 
funded period. A formal evaluation component in the annual report 
or a separate reporting mechanism during the year should serve the 
projects and the program as a whole. 



Examine math 
course-taking pat- 
terns. 



7. The Postsecondary Education Planning Commission should 
conduct a special examination of mathematics course-taking pat- 
terns of College Reach-Out participants and students from the gen- 
eral population to identify the causes of low participation rates in 
mathematics Level J J and III courses. While this evaluation recog- 
nizes the projects' positive response to the need to increase their 
emphasis on math and science, the data on course-taking patterns 
indicate that College Reach-Out participants are not enrolling in 
higher level math courses in acceptable numbers. Only 2.5 percent 
of Reach-Out twelfth graders had completed at least three Level II 
or III math courses. 



Conclusion 



The College Reach-Out Program continues to support academically 
disadvantaged and low-income students throughout the State with 
quality projects providing academic enrichment activities and career 
and personal counseling. Overall, the Reach-Out projects represent 
highly-coordinated efforts between community colleges and univer- 
sities on one hand and local schools on the other. Well-integrated 
planning and implementation of programs between these secondary 
and postsecondary partners have resulted in significant benefits for 
thousands of students m grades 6 through 12 across Florida. Projects 
have invested the State's appropriation alongside their institutions' 
and communities' resources, resulting in an enhanced state inve3t- 
ment. 



Well-integrated plan- 
ning between K-12 
and postsecondary 
sectors has produced 
significant benefits for 
thousands of students. 



The Postsecondary Education Planning Commission's evaluation 
found commendable activities and very successful practices in all 
projects. Recommendations note areas where improvement is needed. 
In sum, the College Reach-Out Program directly ser\'es its partici- 
pants while also assisting the State to achieve a higher level of ac- 
cess to postsecondary education by the very citizens that most need 
to increase their participation rates in higher education. 

However, as a result of the 1994 Legislative session, the College 
Reach-Out Program statute underwent significant revision. For ex- 
ample, beginning with the 1994-95 cohort, projects must recruit stu- 
dents who are both academically disadvantaged and low-income. At 
the same time, institutions must begin to recruit a larger percentage 
of students from middle school for their College Reach-Out projects, 
giving the projects more time to motivate and prepare participants 
for postsecondary education. 
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Some of the changes have the potential of impacting the trends ob- 
served during the three years the Commission has been evaluating 
the program. In particular, since the recruiting requirements will 
become more stringent, the Commission surmises that overall en- 
rollment may decline slightly. Additionally, participants' continuing 
education rates and pass rates on entry-level tests may not reach cur- 
rent levels. While it will take several years before trends develop 
concerning students recruited under the revised statute, the Commis- 
sion believes the modifications important enough to alert 
policymakers to possible changes in program outcomes. While short- 
term results may not reflect significant gains, we anticipate that these 
changes will produce a stronger College Reach-Out Program in the 
future. 
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Recent statutory 
revisions for the 
College Reach-Out 
Program may reduce 
short-term gains but 
should strengthen the 
program in the fu- 
ture. 
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^240,61 College reach-out progrsm. — 

(1) 11 is the intent of the Legislature to increase the 
numt^er of students successfully completinQ a postsec- 
ondary edu .'.ation, who would be unlikely to seek ad.Tiis- 
sion to a community college, state university, or 
independent postsecondary institution without special 
support and recruitment efforts. 

(2) There is established a college reach-out pro- 
gram. The primary objective of the program is to 
strengthen the educational motivation and preparation 
of low-income or educationally disadvantaged students 
in grades 6 through 12 who desire, and who may benefit 
from, a postsecondary education. 

(3) To participate in the college reach-out program, 
a community college, university, or independent post- 
secondary institution that Is participating In a special 
program for students from disadvantaged backgrounds 
pursuant to 20 U.S C, ss l070d et seq. may submit a 
proposal to the Department of Education. The State 
Board of Education shall consider the proposals and 
determine which proposals to implement as programs 
which will strengthen the educational motivation and 
preparation of low-income or educationally disadvan- 
taged students. 

(4) Community colleges, universities, and independ- 
ent postsecondary institutions thai participate must pro- 
vide on-campus academic and advisory activities which 
are offered during summer vacation and provide oppor- 
tunities for interacting with college and university stu- 
dents as mentors, tutors, or role models University pro- 
posals must provide students with an opportunity to live 
on campus 

(5) Community colleges, universities, and independ- 
ent postsecondary institutions that participate must also 
provide procedures for continuous contact with stu- 
dents from the point at which they are selected for par- 
ticipation until they enroll in a postsecondary education 
Institution in order to assist students in selecting 
courses required for graduation from high school and 
admission to a postsecondary institution and to ensure 
students continue to participate in program activities. 

(6) In selecting proposals for approval, the State 
Board of Education shall give preference to: 

(a) Proposals submitted jointly by two or more eligi- 
ble postsecondary inst'tutions; 

(b) A program that will utilize institutional, federal, or 
private resources to supplement state appropriations. 



(c) An applicant that demonstrates success In con- 
ducting similar programs previously funded under this 
section; 

(d) A program that includes inrwvative approaches, 
provides a great variety of activities, and includes a large 
number of disadvantaged and minority students in the 
college reach-out prigram; 

(e) An applicant That demonstrates commitment to 
the program by proposing to match the grant funds at 
least ono-to-one in Services or cash, or both; and 

(f) An applicant that demonstrates an interest in cul- 
tural diversity and that addresses ttw unmet regional 
needs of varying communities. 

(7) A participating college or university is encour- 
aged to use its resources to meet program objectives. 
A participating college, university, or institution shall 
establish an advisory committee composed of high 
school and junior high school personnel to provide 
advice and assistar>ce in implementing its program. 

(8) A proposal must contain the following informa- 
tion: 

(a) A statement of purpose which includes a 
description of the need for, and the results expected 
from, the proposed program; 

(b) An identification of the service area which names 
the schools to be served, provides community and 
school demographics, and sets forth the postsecondary 
enrollment rates of high school graduates within the 
area; 

(c) An identification and description of existing pro- 
grams for improving the preparation of minority and dis- 
advantaged students tor postsecondary education; 

(d) A description of the proposed program which 
describes criteria to be used to identify students and 
schools for participation in the program; 

(e) A description of the program activities which 
must encompass the following goals: 

1. Identifying students who are not motivated to 
pursue a postsecondary education; 

2. Identifying students who are not developing 
basic learning skills; 

3. Counseling students and parents on the benefits 
of postsecondary education; 

4. Providing supplemental instruction; and 

(f) A design for program evaluation which incorpo- 
rates results, procedures, and the accomplishment of 
objectives. The evaluation design shall include quantita- 
tive measures, including, but not limited to, the follow- 
ing: 

1. An identification of each studw.it. by middle 
school or high school, and grade level at the time of par- 
ticipation in the program, 

2. The student's academic performance, by 
course, each year during and following participation in 
the program; 

3. The student's attendance rate and disciplinary 
record for each year during and following participation 
in the program; 

4. If applicable, an identification of the postsecond- 
ary institution in which the student enrolled, and 

5. The student's academic performance following 
enrollment in a postsecondary institution. 
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(9) An advisory committee shall review the propos- 
als arxd recommend to the State Board of Education an 
order of priority for funding the proposals. Proposals 
shall be funded competitively. The advisory committee 
shall consist of nine members and shall be established 
as follows: 

(a) The two equal opportunity coordinators for the 
Community College System and tfve Stafe University 
System; 

(b) Two representatives of private or community- 
based associations which have similar programs, 
appointed by the President of the Senate and the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives, respectively; 

(c) One representative of the State University Sys- 
tem, appointed by the Chairman of the Board of 
Regents; 

(d) One representative of the Community College 
System, appointed by the Chairman of the State Board 
o1 Community Colleges; 

(e) One tepresentative of the lndeper>dent Colleges 
and Universities of Florida, appointed by the President 
of the Independent Colleges and Universities of Florida. 

(f) One representative of a public school district, 
a;: pointed by the Commissioner of Education; and 

(g) One representative of the Postsecondary Educa- 
tion Planning Commission, appointed by the chairman 
of the commission. 

(10) On or before October 15 of each year, universi- 
ties and community colleges participating in the pro- 
gram shall submit to their respective boards an interim 
report on the effectiveness of their program and 'shall 
submit a final report by January 15 of each year. 
Independent postsecondary institutions shall submit 
such report to the Commissioner of Education. The final 
report must include, without limitation; 

(a) A cerlificate-of-expenditures form showing 
expenditures by category; encumbered expenses, state 
grant funds, and institutional matching, in cash or in ser- 
vices, or both; 

(b) The number of students participating in the pro- 
gram by grade, age, sex, and race; 

(c) A description of the needs for the program; 

(d) A statement of how the program addresses: 

1 . Identification of students who do not realize the 
value of postsecondary education; 

2. Identification of students who are not developing 
basic learning skills; 
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LIST OF FUNDED rNSTTTUTIONS AND CONSORTIA 
1992-93 ARRANGEMENTS 



CENTRAL FLORIDA CONSORTIUM 

L-SCC Lake Sumter Community College 
UCF University of Central Florida 

VCC Valencia Community College 



NORTHEAST CONSORTIUM 

LCCC Lake City Community College 

UNF University of North Florida 

SJRCC St. Johns River Com.munity College 



PANHANDLE CONSORTIUM 

CJC Chipola Junior College 

FAMU Florida Agricultural & Mechanical University 

GCCC Gulf Coast Community College 

TCC Tallahassee Community College 



PROJECT SUCCESS CONSORTIUM 

PCC Polk Community College 

Rollins Rollins College 



R.I.S.E. CONSORTIUM 

BCC Broward Community College 

FAU Florida Atlantic University 

IRCC Indian River Community College 

PBCC Palm Beach Community College 



SOUTH FLORIDA CONSORTIUM 

FIU Florida International University 

M-DCC Miami-Dade Community College 
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TAMPA BAY CONSORTIUM 



HCC Hillsborough Community College 

SPJC St. Petersburg Junior College 

USF University of South Florida 



COLLEGE, YES 

P-HCC Pasco-Hernando Community College 

SARASOTA COUNTY PROGRAIVI 

MCC Manatee Community College 



NORTHWEST FLORIDA CONSORTIUM 

PJC Pensacola Junior College 

O-WCC Okaloosa-Walton Community College 

UWF University of West Florida 



PROJECT SUCCESS CONSORTIUM 



CFCC Central Florida Community College 

SFCC Santa Fe Community College 

UF University of Florida 



FIFE CONSORTIUM 

FCCJ Florida Community College at Jacksonville 

FIYP Florida Indian Youth Program 

FSU Florida State University 
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POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION PLANNING COMMISSION 



TABLE 1 

COLLEGE REACH-OUT PROGRAM 
SELECTED FACTORS EROM STUDENT ROSTER SUMMARY 
(UNDUPLICATED HEADCOUNT) 
1592-93 REPORTS 
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POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION PLANNING COMMISSION 

TABLE 4 

COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS WITH RANDOM SAMPLE 
1992-93 CROP COHORT 





n = 3,949 


11 AMnOA/f K ATVTDT 1? 

n= 5,039 


• Average annual CPA of 9th- 12th graders 


2.01 


1.98 


• Average number of days absent 


N/A 


N/A 


• Percentage with at least one instance of in- or 
out-of-school suspensions during the 1992-93 
academic year 


- ' 22.6% 


20.3% 


• Percentage academically promoted 


94.9% 


94.3% 



• Percentage of 10th graders in upper in two 
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POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION PLANNING COMMISSION 

TABLE? 

DEMOGRAPHIC OVERVIEW OF COHORTS 






1990-91 CROP \ 
Cohort 1 


1991-92 CROP 
Cohort 


1992-93 CROP 
Cohort 


j TOTAL IN COHORT. 


3,994 1 


4,779 


5,146 


ETHNICITY 


Studenu 
reporting 
•dmictty 


% of 1 
■tudenu 1 

repotting { 
ethnicity 1 


Students 
repotting 
ethnicity 


% of 
acudenu 
repotting 
•tlmicity 


Studenu 
repotting 
Mhiucity 


» of 
■tudenU 

reporting 




3606 


100.0 1 


4,725 


100.0 


5,143 


100.0 




2977 


82.6 1 


3,972 


84.1 


4,308 


S3.8 


1 • HISPANIC 


275 


7.6 


287 


6.1 


259 


5.1 


• WHITE 


277 


7.7 


402 


2.5 


412 


8.0 


• NATIVE AMERICAN 


1 


0.0 


5 


0.1 


69 


1.3 


• ASIAN 


54 


1.5 j 


50 


1.0 


84 


1.6 


• OTHER 


22 


0.6 


9 


0.2 


11 


0.2 


GENDER 


duiuenu 
reporting 
gender 


% of 
ftudents 
repotting 
gender 1 


Students 
reporting 
gender 


% of 
ftudenu 
reporting 
gender 


Studenu 
reporting 
gender 


% of 
Aidenu 
reporting 
gender 


TOTAL 


3,618 


100.0 


4,773 


100.0 


5,140 


100.0 


• FEMALE 




00.0 


2,999 


62.8 


3,222 


62.7 


• MALE 




34.0 


1,774 


37.2 


1,918 


37.3 


GRADE LEVEL 


Studenu 
reporting 
grade level 


% of 
ftudcnu 
reporting 
grade level 


Studenu 
reporting 
grade level 


% of 
ftudenu 
reporting 
grade level 


Studenu 
reporting 
grade level 


% of 
■tudenu 
reporting 
grade level 


TOTAI 

I V/ I nLt 


3,797 


100.0 


4.718 


100.0 


5,020 


iOO.O 


• (TH 


295 


7.8 


256 


5.4 1 


391 


7.8 


• TTH 


398 


10.5 






1 628 


12.4 


• 8TH 


726 


19.1 


63S 


13.5 1 


1 855 


17.0 


• rm 


464 


12.2 


652 


13.8 1 


1 


12.9 


• lOTH 


402 


10.6 


693 


14.7 


667 


13.3 


• IITH 


601 


15.8 


924 




19.6 


937 


18.7 


• UTH 


859 


22.6 


772 


16.4 


892 


17.8 


• OTHER GRADE 
LEVEL 


52 


1.4 


137 


2.9 


3 


01 



hiaUt: 1 . Duplicated and unlutown daU for ail factors were omitted from theK analyMi. 

2. Tablet do not include daU from line item funded projecu. 



Sourcct: College Reach-Out Program annual reporu, 1990-91 through 1992-93. 
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ERIC 



FOSTSECONDARY EDUCATION PLANNING COMMISSION 



TABLE 9A 

ANNUAL LEGISLATIVE APPROPRIATIONS 
1990-91 THROUGH 1992-93(a) 



1 CROP FUNDING FOR ALL PROJECTS 


i 1990-91 






1991-92 


1992-93 


1 $1,7(3,969 


$1,783327 


$1,»7,455 












UNIVERSITY FUNDING 










1990-91 


1991-92 


1992-93 






FAMU 
• TRIO 


$70,685 


$58,469 


$66,816 

36,960 






FAU 


45,012 


32.410 


57,541 






FIU 


96,607 


67,800 


85,000. 






FSU 


-0- 


-0- 


85,871 






1 UCF 


75,110 


77,196 


91,795 






UF 


-0- 


-0- 


14,055 






UNF 


30,340 


27,323 


28,510 






USF 


50,000 


77,869 


58,574 






UWF 


-0- 


-0- 


101,306 






1 TOTALS 


$367,754 


$341,067 


$626,428 
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TABLE 9A (p.2) 



COMNTUNITY COLIJBGE FUNDING 1 




1990-91 


1991-92 


',992-93 1 


Brevard 


-0- 


-0- 


•0- 1 


Broward 


43,100 


31,137 


46,718 i 


Caatral Fiorida 


M,590 


68,348 


52,597 1 


dupota 


31,g68 


18.287 


30.308 1 


Daytoaa Beach 


-0- 


-0- 


-0- 


Ediaoa 


42,980 


46,791 


-0- 


Florida at JackaoovUle 


41,318 


63,783 


91,156 


Florida Kcyt 


-0- 


-0- 


-0- 


Oulf CoaK 


37,370 


54.797 


47,919 


Hillaborough 


28.166 


35,599 


41,014 


1 lodian River 


72.070 


52,259 


87.108 


1 L^ke City 


32,000 


22,577 


23,022 


Lalce-Sumter 


33,335 


26,998 


43,023 


Manatee 


-0- 


-0- 


33,734 


Miami-Dade 


113,075 


79,207 


85,000 


North Florida 


-0- 


-0- 


-0- 


Okalooaa-WaltOD 


-0- 


-0- 


5,200 


Palm Beach 


-0- 


54,277 


52,299 


Paico-Hemando 


-0- 


19,974 


23,613 


PeoiacoU 


-0- 


-0- 


31,443 


Polk 


-0- 


9,466 (b) 


13, 565(b) 


St. JdboM River 


22,563 


16.713 


16,083 


&. PsUi«bui:g 


95.008 


63,073 


61,013 


Sanu Fe 


-0- 


• 

-0- 


46.171 


Seminole 


-0- 


-0- 


-0- 
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TABLE 9A (p.3) 





1990-91 


1991-92 


1992.93 


SNAFterida 


■«- 


-0- 




TaKakMMt 


94,1(0 


<7,<54 


82,293 


Vatack 


43,612 


53,427 


79,298 


TOTALS 


$795,215 


$764,367 


$992,577 



OTHER PROJECTS 




19W-91 


1991-92 


1992-93 




1 


-0- 


-0- 


$28,450 



LINE-ITEM FUNDED PROJECTS 




1990-91 


1991-92 


1992-93 


Florkli IndUn Youth Profrtm 


$25,000 


$27,903 


-0- 


FSU 


288,000 


301,640 


-0- 


FAMU 

• Ret. of Minofitiei in Eagioeering 

• BUck Male Explontioa 

• Career Exploration 


290,000 


94,707 
124,678 
94,707 


-0- 


TOTALS 


$603,000 


$643,635 


$0 



1 EVALUATION AND DISSEMINATION 


1 1990-91 


1991-92 


1992-93 




$34,258(c) 


$50,000 



Note: (■)AU figuret rounded to oeareit dollar. 

(b) 1991-93 (undinj for RoUiru College it included in the Polk Community College allocation. 

(c) FuiKli reteived for evaluation and ditaernination in 1991-92 amounted to $34,500 minui a 0.7% appropriation cut. 

StmttK Office of Poilaacoodary Education Cootdiaitioo, 1993. 
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Appendix D 

GUIDELINES FOR IDENTIFYING 
ECONOMICALLY AND ACADEMICALLY DISADVAIVTAGED YOUTH 
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POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION PLANNING COMMISSION 



GUTOEUNES FOR mENTIFyiNG 
ECONOMICALLY ATJD ACADEMICALLY DISADVANTAGED YOUTH 
FOR JNTTIAL PARTICIPATION IN THE COLLEGE REACH-OUT PROGRAM 

Economic Guidelines 

► Family's taxable income did not exceed 150% of the poverty level in the calendar year 
preceding the year in which the individual will participate in the project. 

► Family received Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) in the year preceding 
the year in which the individual will participate in the project. 

► Family received public assistance in the year preceding the year in which the individual 
will participate in the project. 

Academic Guidelines 

► First-generation-in-coUege student (i.e., neither of the student's parents received a 
baccalaureate degree). 

► Cumulative grade point average (GPA) of 2.50 or below in the preceding school year. 

► No mathematics courses at Level II or Level III in grades 9-11 on the academic 
transcript. 

► No science courses at Level II or Level III in grades 9-11 on the academic transcript. 

► Grade Ten Assessment Test (GTAT) reading comprehension score in the lower two 
quartiles. 

► Grade Ten Assessment Test (GTAT) mathematics score in the lower two quartiles. 

► Not promoted to the next grade level. 

► Expelled from school during the preceding school year. 

► Absent for more than 25 school days during the preceding school year. 

► Participated in a Dropout Prevention Program. 
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